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Reply to Final Office Action of October 3, 2006 



Appln.No.: 10/684,263 



REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The Office Action of April 19, 2006 has been carefully reviewed and these remarks are 
responsive thereto. Claims 1-20 and 49-53 are pending. Claims 1-20 and 49-53 have been 
amended. Claims 1-20 and 49-53 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101. Claims 1-11, 16-20 and 
49-51 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,097,389 
to Morris et al. (Morris). Claims 12-15 and 52-53 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Morris in view of U.S. Publication No. 2003/0079038 to Robins et al. 
(Robins). Reconsideration and allowance of the instant application are respectfully requested. 

Examiner Interview 

Applicants' representatives would like to express their appreciation for the time taken by 
the Examiner to discuss this case. In particular, the 35 U.S.C. § 101 rejection was discussed. It 
was agreed that the claims would be amended to recite a "computer storage media" so as to 
avoid the concems noted by the Examiner in the Final Office Action. 

Amendments to the Claims 

Claims 1-20 and 49-53 have been amended to recite "computer storage media" rather 
than "computer-readable medium." 

In addition, claim 15 has been rewritten in independent form to include all the features of 
independent claim 1 and intervening claim 12. Thus, no new subject matter has been added and 
the scope of claim 15 has not been altered. 

Claim 52 has been rewritten in independent form to include all the features of 
independent claim 1, from which it previously depended. Thus, no new matter was added and 
the scope of claim 52 has not been altered. 

Applicants respectfully request entry of the above amendments so as to obviate the 35 
U.S.C. § 101 rejection and place the claims in a better position for appeal. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. $ 101 

As noted above. Applicants have amended the claims to recite "computer storage media." 
Accordingly, withdrawal of this ground of rejection is respectfiiUy requested. 
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Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 - Morris 

Claims 1-11, 16-20 and 49-51 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Morris. Claim 1 is independent and recites "a collection creation component that, 
for each data object submitted to the basket interface, adds at least one data item corresponding 
to the submitted data object to a collection of data items." The Office Action suggested that this 
feature was disclosed in Morris at Col. 10, L. 53-56 and Col. 5, L. 25 - Col. 6, L. 48 and Col. 12, 
L. 9 and Figure 9, step 909. After reviewing these sections of Morris it appears that there is at 
most support for the ability to add a data object that include a data item, without more. Thus, 
there does not appear to be any support for the feature "for each data object submitted to the 
basket interface, adds at least one data item corresponding to the submitted data object to a 
collection of data items." In other words, even if the Office Action's claim construction is 
correct, the ability to add a data object that includes a data item does not mean that each data 
object submitted causes at least one data item to be added. Therefore, as not every feature is 
disclosed, Morris cannot be said to anticipate claim 1 . 

Claims 2-11, 16-20 and 49-5 1 depend from claim 1 and are not anticipated for at least the 
above reason and for the additional features recited therein. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of this ground of rejection is respectfully requested. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. S 103 - Morris and Robbin 

Claims 12-15 and 52-53 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Morris and 
Robbin. Claims 15 and 52 have been rewritten in independent form. 

As an initial matter, the Office Action did not suggest that Robbin corrected the above 
noted deficiency in Morris, thus for the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1, claims 
12-15 and 52-53 are nonobvious in view of Morris and Robbin. 

In addition, claim 15 recites "displays a relationship between an amount of storage that 
would be occupied by the data objects submitted to the basket interface and an amount of storage 
associated with the collection." The Office Action suggested that Morris discloses displaying an 
amount of storage directed to data objects and/or a collection. Assuming for the purpose of this 
response that the Office Action is correct, no support was provided for the suggestion that Morris 
discloses a status display that "displays a relationship between an amount of storage that would 
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be occupied by the data objects submitted to the basket interface and an amount of storage 
associated with the collection." Applicants have reviewed the cited portions of Morris, along 
with the remainder of Morris, and respectfully assert that Morris completely fails to disclose a 
relationship between the amount of storage by the data objects and the amount of storage 
associated with the collection. Thus, for this additional reason claim 15 is nonobvious in view of 
the references of record. 

Claim 52 recites the feature of claim 1 and includes "a playlist application programming 
interface component configured provide control of the basket interface component to a host 
application." The Office Action admitted that Morris does not disclose this but suggested that 
Robbin, pg. 2, [0014] did disclose this feature. However, Applicants have reviewed this section 
of Robbin, as well as the rest of Robbin, and have been unable to discover this feature being 
disclosed. Instead, Robbin merely discloses that a playlist can be generated by the user and that 
the playlist can be saved on a mobile device. Applicants respectfully submit that the generation 
of a playlist and the saving of said playlist on a mobile device cannot fairly be equated with "a 
playlist application programming interface component configured provide control of the basket 
interface component to a host application." Furthermore, given the absence of any discussion of 
such an interface component, plainly such a component is not inherent in Robbin. Thus, for this 
additional reason, the combination of Morris and Robbin fails to disclose all the features of claim 
52 and therefore cannot be said to support a prima facie case of obviousness. Consequently, 
claim 52 is patentable over the references of record. 

Claim 53 depends from independent claim 52 and is patentable over the references of 
record for the reasons discussed above and for the additional features recited therein. For 
example, the Office Action, pg. 9, admits that Morris fails to disclose the playlist application 
programming interface component. In view of this, it is impossible for Morris to disclose a 
"playlist application programming interface component" that "provides a flag configured to 
modify how the display interface displays controls associated with the basket interface 
component" as recited in claim 53. In other words, as Morris does not disclose the component in 
the first place, Morris logically cannot disclose the component with the features of claim 53. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of this ground of rejection is respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSION 

All rejections having been addressed, Applicants respectfully submit that the instant 
application is in condition for allowance, and respectfully solicit prompt notification of the same. 

Respectfully submitted, 
BANNER & WITCOFF, LTD. 



Dated: December 4, 2006 



BANNER & WITCOFF, LTD. 
10 South Wacker Drive 
Suite 3000 
Chicago, IL 60606 
Telephone: 312-463-5000 
Facsimile: 312-463-5001 



By: 



/Stephen L. Sheldon/ 
Stephen L. Sheldon 
Registration No. 58,732 
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